REMARKS 

Claims 31-38 are currently pending. Claims 31 and 32 have been amended. Claims 37 
and 38 are pen I r s ~ a s k d t lanns to 

n! se i at ( fo llowance o alternatively, better form for appeal Entry 

of the amendments b> ;ne L\<m\ ce- ^ - es „ested 

j sort I am< x ec claims 31 are 32 as well as je\s : ; ims and 38 ear be fo rnd a s 
forexamp >aragrapl 21] i paragraph [00 the original ik peclficatio 

Claims 31-36 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph as not being enabled. 
The rejection acknowledges that the Specification is enabled for a LAP polypeptide comprising 
SEQ ID NO: lor?n .12 i ^' , i \ * i k o tes 

the Specification "does not reasonably provide enablement for polypeptides comprising a LA? 
amino acid sequence or fragment therefore wherein the polypeptide binds a target comprising an 
BP motif." The rejection also states that claims 31 and 32 "include!] other polypeptide 
se - ei abled. 

The Applicant has amended claims 31 and 32 to provide i&om c ss on other 

equences. Amended claim 31 recites the "polypeptide comprisfes t < 

sequence of LAP identified by SEQ ID NO: 1, or a fragment thereof that is at least 50% identical 
to the amino acid sequence of SEQ ID NO: I, wherein the LAP identified by SEQ ID MO: 1 or 
the fragment thereof binds die LP metifL New claim 37 is dependent on claim 31 and further 
recites that "the fragment is 100% identical to a. portion of the amino acid sequence of SEQ ID 
NO ' " Vmended claim 32 recites the ''polypeptide c ? spnsjes he carboxy-tenninal amino 
acid sequence of LAP identified by SEQ ID NO: 2, or a fragment thereof dial is at least 50% 
identical to the amino aeid sequence of SEQ ID NO: 2, wherein the LAP identified by SEQ ID 
NO - ^ i iv rag e ereof bint mot Mew ini 38 is depend e ; ; * 5 

i e ... ^ 1 v i i d v< fo ov ol J c amino acid sequence of 

StQ I s » ipplica > that the fragments I < 7 38 

are simply pieces of SEQ ID NO: 1 or SEQ ID NO: 2 that are 100% identical to either of these 
sequences. Lastly, amended claims 1 and 2 clarify that LAP or LAP fragment portion of the 
^ . 1 . ^ 1 3 motif. 

rhere n v nee t Kf hdieh i f j.\ 

they are enabled to practice the claimed subject matter without "undue" experimentation. 
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Although the Applicant fully acknowledges that a limited degree of experimentation would be 
necessary to determine the ammo acid sequences having a capacity to bind EP motifs and that 
share at least 5(1% sequence identify or integer percentage thereof; such experimentation would 
not be s ndee £h tai a large amount oi ; .'\p s .:vnaaad<ai is pes-mined in the aiahh ensiled n 
i the < ned )j i sr resides s g as if i undue he >p ants jpecti > 
i 1 ioun perimentatioi hat reg k i .are not 

* nd e n p eula i nai i 1 t a i a a a > io v e f> ypcptaie fragments 
having a specific biological activity, such as EP motif binding, are well known and routine 
within the art. Thus, the claimed fragments can. be readi!) identified o\ 1 es vt 
techniques by one of ordinary skill in the art without undue experimentation. Withdrawal of the 
rejection is a. ;pe* tfull> requested. 

f -\pnhcant rosp.. s tl • s 

now in con. i io s < v winch is ^ ^ J <> requested. 
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